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Personal, family, and school influences on secondary pupils’ feelings of 
safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home 
  
Abstract 
 
Different types of variables seem to influence school safety and a pupil’s feelings of safety at 
school. The research question asks which risk and promotive variables should be integrated in a 
theoretical model to predict a pupil’s feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and 
at home; what the outcomes are of an empirical check of this model; and how feelings of safety at 
school could be improved. A theoretical model is developed, which contains seven types of 
variables: personal, family related, school related problematic behaviours, perceived school 
measures to improve safety, curriculum and social aspects of teaching-learning processes and of 
the school, and demographic variables. A large-scale empirical check of the model is carried out 
using data from national Internet-based surveys in Dutch secondary education. The monitoring 
took place in 2006 and 2008. A total of 159,630 pupils, 13,127 teachers and educational support 
staff, 1,235 school leadership, and 433 schools participated. Data reliability was checked by 
Alpha scale construction. The model was tested in three multiple regression analyses, to explain 
the pupils’ feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home, respectively. 
Most relevant were characteristics and variables assessed with the pupils, followed by contextual 
variables of teachers and other staff. School leadership variables are important mainly with 
respect to pupils’ feelings of safety in the school surroundings. Promotive variables that seem 
most promising in improving both safety and feelings of safety in and around school, concern a 
number of elements. They include: enhancement of pupils’ level of attainment, taking school 
measures against playing truant and to eliminate weapons, stimulating pro-social formulation and 
shared control of rules of conduct between teachers and pupils, paying attention to pupils’ 
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involvement in school, increasing the involvement of external institutions and the police in school 
safety procedures, and increasing support in Dutch language for pupils in need of this.  
 
Keywords: feelings of safety at school; risk and promotive factors; personal, family, and school 
influences; situation-specific analysis; Internet-based monitoring 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Being safe in and around school, and corresponding feelings of safety of pupils and school 
personnel, receive attention from a variety of perspectives. Bayh (1975) for example concentrated 
on pupils’ antisocial behaviour and violence in and around school, costs of vandalism, and ways 
to assist schools in preventing violent behaviour. Olweus (1978) initiated international interest in 
bullying at school as a serious form of antisocial, aggressive behaviour. He analysed relationships 
of bullying with pedagogical characteristics of the child’s family (Olweus, 1980) and developed a 
school-wide intervention programme against bullying (Olweus, 1991). Alschuler (1980) involved 
pupils in schools, and youth outside school, in pedagogically- and socially-responsible procedures 
to regulate their conduct, which seemed to prevent anti-disciplinary school behaviour and street 
violence. Since about 1995, shooting incidents at schools in different countries alerted teachers, 
parents, and local and national educational authorities alike. These incidents also led to many 
different school policy activities to assess or enhance school safety for both pupils and teachers 
(e.g. Cowie & Oztug, 2008; Jones, 2007; Lee, Borden, Serido, & Perkins, 2009; Mooij, 2005; 
O’Reilly, n.d.; Pereira, Mendonça, Neto, Valente, & Smith, 2004; Smith, Hill, Evans, & Bandera, 
n.d.). Moreover, attention for correlates, causes, and prevention of criminal behaviour of youth in 
general, and of pupils in and around schools, increased (Loeber & Farrington, 2001; Loeber, Slot, 
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Van der Laan, & Hoeve, 2008; Sherman, Gottfredson, MacKenzie, Eck, Reuter, & Bushway, 
1998).  
The interest in assumed causes of various types of antisocial behaviour led to a series of 
‘risk factors’, which are defined as ‘Factors in the child, family, peer group, school, or 
neighbourhood associated with an increased probability of disruptive or delinquent behaviour in 
youth (Loeber et al., 2008, p. 5). On the other hand, ‘promotive factors’ are defined as ‘Factors in 
the child, family, peer group, school, or neighbourhood associated with: (a) a low probability of 
disruptive or delinquent behaviour in the general population of young people; and/or (b) 
desistance from disruptive and delinquent behaviour in populations of juveniles with such 
problem behaviours (Loeber et al., 2008, p. 4). Furthermore, risk and promotive factors appear in 
the overviews of research on bullying, carried out by Monks, Smith, Naylor, Barter, Ireland, and 
Coyne (2009) and on social skills interventions for pupils with emotional and behavioural 
disorders (Chen, 2006). Such ordering is also present in theory and research on the assessment 
and potential improvement of feelings of safety in and around school (cf. Kirk & Gannon-Rowley, 
n.d.). For example, in-depth qualitative research with teachers (McIntyre, 2010) stipulates the 
relevance of emotional dimensions in teachers’ work and the emotional ties of their work-place. 
This researcher concludes ‘The boundaries between home and school are reconceptualised as 
notions of belonging, and school, colleagues and pupils take on the role of an extended family.’ 
(p. 611). Harris (2010) carries out qualitative research, to focus on teachers’ understandings about 
how to facilitate pupil engagement. The resulting main conceptualisations are concentration on 
delivering set activities and discipline; modification of curriculum and class activities; and 
genuine collaboration with pupils to truly engage them in learning. The qualitative study of 
Soinia, Pyhältö, and Pietarinen (2010) clarifies that teachers’ interactions with pupils in socially 
and pedagogically challenging situations are essential to teachers’ pedagogical well-being. 
According to these authors, teachers’ well-being is in danger when concentration is on learning 
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outcomes when ‘a teacher ignores or does not recognize challenges such as bullying within the 
pupils’ peer group interaction.’ (p. 738). Beirn, Kinsey, and McGinn (1972) used both qualitative 
and quantitative designs to study problematic and disturbing school careers of secondary pupils 
and the concrete possibilities to reduce their learning and social behaviour problems, to prevent 
these pupils from dropping out. Some of their pilots demonstrated that increasing curricular 
differentiation and related prosocial and cognitive teaching characteristics, had positive effects on 
pupils’ learning processes and outcomes and on the social relationships between pupils and 
teachers, and decreased the degree of unsafety and violent behaviour at school for both pupils and 
teachers.  
To improve this teaching – learning approach with the aid of risk and promotive factors, 
however, several problems have to be resolved. First, research should include different types of 
variables, with respect to different contexts, in one integrating overall design. Inclusion of 
different types of variables in one design results in clearer outcomes than those that occur with 
only theoretical elaboration or juxtaposition of outcomes of different research (regarding rivalling 
or compensatory processes and effects). This position is formulated also by Monks et al. (2009, p. 
154) when they conclude  
The most promising approaches may involve the integration of both individual and 
situational risk factors [...] would suggest a multi-dimensional approach directed at 
various levels: the individual [...]; the immediate peer group, family, or work force; 
the culture or climate of the organisation (or family), and beyond, to the general 
societal context.  
A second problem, which is related to the first one, is that systematic quantitative research 
about pupils’ feelings of safety across different contexts seems to be relatively scarce. One reason 
is that the required research asks for the involvement of relatively large numbers of schools and 
pupils, which is rather costly with paper-and-pencil questionnaires in traditional survey or 
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monitoring research. Moreover, the urgency felt to increase safety in school practice usually 
precludes adequate longitudinal methodology to develop, implement, and assess different safety 
measures and their possibly differentiating effects on pupils. In addition, disentanglement of the 
many variables and addressing the complexity of the design does not really stimulate the 
involvement of educational authorities to finance the research. A more complete design will bring 
more quality and clarity, but it may last longer, cost more, and result in unexpected or undesired 
outcomes.  
 Assistance to bypass some of these problems can be realised by using Information and 
Communication Technology (ICT). In particular the Internet facilitates the flexible use of 
differentiated, large-scale methods applied in digital communication, data collection and handling, 
and assessment and analysis procedures, which can register various types of social, teaching, and 
learning processes in or across diverse school or work situations (Clarke, 2009; Kay, 2009; Kwon 
& Cifuentes, 2009; Mooij, 2009). The large-scale data-collection procedures can be checked also 
for their methodological adequacy (cf. Blumenfeld, Fishman, Krajcik, Marx, & Soloway, 2000).  
These issues will be further elaborated in this paper. I will first concentrate on the 
theoretical modelling of risk and promotive variables, which may explain a pupil’s feelings of 
safety at school and in other contexts, like the school surroundings and the pupil’s home. It could 
be that different personal, family, and school variables may be relevant for a pupil’s feelings of 
safety in these different respects. Second, I will check the theoretical model with respect to its 
relevance for the empirical prediction of pupils’ feelings of safety regarding these different 
situations. In this respect, two methodological perspectives can be taken. In the first, attention is 
focussed on many potential influences across varying situations, from a cross-sectional point of 
view. Here, the main goal is to estimate the relative priority of specific variables across different 
situations. According to the second perspective, the interest is in the development of feelings of 
safety within one or more specific situations. Here, the focus is on longitudinal assessment and 
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evaluation of hypothesised influences of different types of variables on the context specific 
increase or decrease of feelings of safety.  
In the present research, the theoretical modelling will be followed by an empirical check 
according to the first methodological perspective. Use will be made of data resulting from large-
scale monitoring on school safety regarding Dutch secondary pupils (cf. Mooij, De Wit, & 
Polman, 2008). The corresponding research questions are formulated as follows: 1) Which risk 
and promotive characteristics and variables should be integrated in a theoretical model to assess 
and predict a pupil’s feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home? 2) 
Which risk and promotive characteristics and variables result from a large-scale empirical check 
of this model carried out with secondary pupils and their school contexts? 3) Which risk and 
promotive characteristics and variables seem most promising in supporting school strategies to 
improve the pupils’ feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings?  
2. Theoretical model 
 
The model 
 
It is assumed that specific interactional processes take place between personal, family, school, and 
other environmental characteristics or variables in the course of a pupil’s school career (cf. 
Magnusson & Allen, 1983). At a specific point in time, influences of various types of 
characteristics or variables on a pupil’s feelings of safety can be assessed and estimated. Seven 
types will be theoretically elaborated with respect to their predictive relationships regarding a 
pupil’s feelings of safety with respect to the pupil’s school, in the school surroundings, and at the 
pupil’s home. Figure 1 illustrates this theoretical model.   
 
Figure 1 about here 
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Personal variables  
 
A first category of potentially influencing or independent variables in Figure 1 concerns the 
personal variables of age, gender, and educational attainment level of the pupil. Age has to be 
specified because a curvilinear relationship exists with adolescence as a peak of relative unsafety 
(cf. also Boulton, Chau, Whitehand, Amataya, & Murray, 2009; Moffitt, 1993). Compared with 
boys, girls usually feel safer at school (cf., American Psychological Association, 1993; Cowie, 
2000; Smith & Sharp, 1994). Furthermore, pupils attaining higher levels in education feel safer 
than pupils attaining lower levels (Arbeitsgruppe Schulforschung, 1980; Carbines, Wyatt, & 
Robb, 2006). With respect to these three personal variables, it is hypothesised that being female, 
and achieving a higher attainment level in school, act as promotive factors concerning feelings of 
safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home.  
 
Family related variables 
 
From very early on, a child’s family variables affect the child’s cognitive, social, and other 
experiences at home and also at school. A psychologically important phenomenon here is 
expressed by the concept of ‘social cohesion’ (International Association for the Evaluation of 
Educational Achievement, 2007). Social cohesion reflects the degree of connectivity between the 
feelings, beliefs, actions, and behaviour tendencies of various types of social actors. These may be 
persons, social groups or categories, or institutions like schools (cf. Allport, 1948; Beauvais & 
Jenson, 2002; Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, & Ouston, 1980). 
Carbines et al. (2006) and Gillison, Standage, and Skevington (2008) use qualitative research to 
clarify that family variables may stimulate or block the connectedness of a pupil to a specific 
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school or institution, region, or country. Their outcomes suggest for example, that level of 
religiosity and feeling at home or not, in school or in the country, play significant roles in schools 
attended by pupils from families with various ethnic minority or immigrant backgrounds.  
Religious families may for example, behave more socially than non-religious families, 
which may be expressed in offering more help or support to other families or persons. On the 
other hand, level of religiosity may also relate to more dogmatic and sometimes antisocial or 
intolerant behaviour. Empirical research has to clarify whether level of religiosity generally acts 
as a risk or promotive factor concerning feelings of safety at school, or elsewhere. More clarity 
seems to exist with respect to not feeling comfortable or functioning well at school (Carbines et 
al., 2006; Gillison et al., 2008). Therefore, not feeling at home in various school situations is 
expected to be a risk factor. Furthermore, level of educational attainment of mother and father will 
be relevant. The higher the attainment level, in particular of the mother, the higher the feelings of 
safety of a child (Georgiou, 2008; Loeber et al., 2008). In addition, intactness of the family is at 
stake (Bogenschneider, 2002). Families, in which both father and mother are present, constitute 
safer places for children at home, and this is usually reflected also at school; see Figure 1.  
 
Types of school related problem behaviour 
 
A school’s social cohesion will, among other things, be reflected in specific social discrimination 
processes and corresponding pro-social or antisocial behaviour tendencies between the social 
actors in the school. A pupil, or a group of pupils, may, for example, socially and behaviourally 
support another pupil because of the other pupil’s behaviour, appearance, gender, race, religion, or 
belief system. In contrast, one or more pupils may identify themselves as being victims of 
systemic bullying or other forms of violent behaviour because of their real or assigned deviation 
from those characteristics (Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999). Experiencing a low degree of 
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social cohesion in school implies social exclusion or segregation and evokes social stereotyping, 
including antisocial or unsafe behaviour with one or more pupils, teachers, educational support 
staff, or relatives of pupils (American Psychological Association, 1993; Houlston & Smith, 2009; 
Mooij, in press a, b). Continuous antisocial behaviour of pupils usually becomes expressed in 
disruptive or aggressive classroom behaviour, truancy, and incidents of bullying and violence, 
which may be related to the possession of or dealing in drugs or weapons (cf. Donkers, 2008; 
Loeber & Farrington, 2001; National Education Association, 1994).  
These types of school-related problem behaviours are then supposed to become expressed 
in a pupil’s problem behaviour, like playing truant and becoming involved with drugs and 
weapons. Additionally, comparable characteristics of peers will influence a pupil’s feelings of 
safety at school (cf. Cowie, Hutson, Oztug, & Myers, 2008). Moreover, the degree to which a 
pupil actually experiences violence at school will negatively influence their feelings of safety at 
school, and in the school surroundings. The violence can be shown in different types of behaviour, 
like verbal, material, and social behaviour, mild physical or severe physical violence, or sexual 
violence. Higher degrees of violence experienced at school will lead to lower feelings of safety of 
a pupil concerning school and the school surroundings, but not regarding their home situation: see 
Figure 1. 
 
Perceived school measures to improve safety 
 
On the other hand, specific variables can promote the feelings of safety of a pupil. Particular 
examples include making early and explicit appointments concerning pro-social behaviour 
between school staff and pupils, including a shared check on the compliance of these 
appointments by pupils and staff (Mooij, 1999a, 1999b). Explicit involvement of a pupil in the 
joint formulation and control of rules of conduct at school will positively affect the pupil’s 
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feelings of safety at school (Alschuler, 1980; Howard & Jenkins, 1970). In addition, if the school 
takes measures against undesired behaviour like playing truant or the possession, use, or selling of 
drugs and weapons, the feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings will be 
positively affected: see Figure 1. 
 
Means of variables of teachers and other school personnel 
 
Teachers and educational support staff will also perceive qualities of social behaviour and social 
cohesion in school; this perception is expressed by their specific feelings, beliefs, or behaviours in 
relation to other social actors like pupils, the leadership, and parents, and vice versa (cf. Carbines 
et al., 2006; Gillison et al., 2008). Characteristics of the persons involved and the school’s 
educational, instructional, and social organisation will then be relevant to the pupils’ feelings of 
safety at school (cf. also Pashler, McDaniel, Rohrer, & Bjork, 2008). For example, with respect to 
the sanctioning behaviour of secondary teachers, Salvano-Pardieu, Fontaine, Bouazzaoui, and 
Florer (2009) present evidence that the age of teachers, their gender and teaching level influence 
judgement processes concerning pupils’ misbehaviour. For teachers and other staff, a low degree 
of social cohesion and a high degree of social problems in school may stimulate their wish to find 
work in other schools, or to work outside school altogether. For pupils, negative social 
discrimination and consequent antisocial behaviour may lead to them experiencing more and more 
problem social behaviour (cf. Beirn et al., 1972; Galand, Lecocq, & Philippot, 2007; Parker & 
Martin, 2009; Tapola & Niemivirta, 2008). 
Figure 1 elaborates two types of variables of teacher and other staff which are supposed to 
influence a pupil’s feelings of safety at school in particular. First, differentiation and pro-social 
efforts to improve safety at school are presented. Generally, a higher degree of curricular 
differentiation used with respect to the pupils’ learning processes is expected to provide more 
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cognitive and social support for the pupils and – therefore – positively influence the feelings of 
safety at school (cf. Chen, 2006). Moreover, shared formulation and control of social behaviour 
rules between school staff and pupils will positively affect a pupil’s feelings of safety. In this 
respect, advancement and strengthening of socially competent behaviour can preclude the 
existence or growth of antisocial behaviour (Sørlie, Hagen, & Ogden, 2008). Second, the types 
and levels of violence experienced by teachers and other staff will indicate the degree of social 
cohesion in the school location (cf. Chen, 2006; Lim & Deutsch, 1996) and influence the feelings 
of safety felt by pupils at school. As for the pupils, this violence is expressed in different ways, 
like verbal, material, and social behaviour, mild physical and severe physical violence, and sexual 
violence. A higher level of violence experienced by school staff will negatively affect a pupil’s 
feelings of safety at school.  
 
Means of school leadership variables 
 
Educational, instructional, and social behaviour strategies and measures of school leadership will 
also influence the pupils’ feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings. These 
strategies are expressed in the school’s attention to the pupils’ involvement in school, required 
teaching qualities of teachers, adequate instruction and learning progress of pupils, involvement of 
pupils in the in-school regulation of social behaviour, and collaboration with external institutions 
to supervise and check the social behaviour of pupils in and around school. Indicators of such 
school policy measures or activities are, for example, curricular specifics and evaluation 
instruments for social and cognitive support for all pupils, and having a tailored language policy 
for those pupils in need of support of the main national language (in this case Dutch language 
support). Within-school regulation of pro-social behaviour and cooperation with external 
institutions, such as professional, pedagogical and child health and welfare institutions or the 
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police force, will advance the social security and safety in the school and its environment. As a 
consequence, they are expected to promote a pupil’s feelings of safety at school and in the school 
surroundings (cf. also Chapman & Harris, 2004; Lodewijks, 2008).  
 
Demographic variables 
 
Nationwide surveys repeatedly demonstrated that schools characterised by higher levels of 
problem social behaviour were characterised also by lower levels of educational attainment and 
being smaller in size (Mooij, 1992, 1994, 2001). It seems that the level of educational attainment 
(or other characteristics of pupils, related to educational attainment) are more important for 
eliciting or stimulating problem social behaviour and related feelings of safety, than school size. 
Furthermore, the degree of urbanisation of the region in which the school is situated seems 
relevant. Studies by the American Psychological Association (1993), Beirn et al. (1972) and 
Mooij (2001) demonstrated that, compared with rural areas, schools that are situated in cities 
experience more violent behaviour. Correspondingly, compared with attending school in a rural 
area, attending school in a city may decrease a pupil’s feelings of safety at school and in the 
school surroundings: see Figure 1. Finally, year of data collection can be seen as a proxy to 
national educational policy. In the last decade, Dutch national educational policy paid more 
attention to safety at school by financing different campaigns and projects carried out by schools. 
The policy goal is to reduce and, if possible, prevent violence and promote social safety in and 
around school throughout the country (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschap, 2009; 
Mooij & De Wit, 2009). The effect of this national strategy will be reflected in a time-related 
increase in a pupil’s feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings.   
 
Hypotheses 
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Specific hypotheses, with respect to the potential influences of characteristics or variables on a 
pupil’s feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home, have been specified 
as far as possible in the sections above. The expectations were expressed in particular respect to 
the school or the school surroundings. However, we have yet to see how far the hypothesised 
relationships are present when all these characteristics and variables are combined in one design 
and then put to empirical test. Another interesting point is the use of the same characteristics and 
variables with respect to the influencing of the feelings of safety at home. It is expected that the 
outcomes with respect to feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings will be 
similar; however, both may differ from the results concerning the prediction of feelings of safety 
at home.  
3. Method 
 
Procedure  
 
In 2005, the Dutch Ministry of Education, Culture, and Science initiated a monitor study to 
produce empirically controlled information about school safety in secondary education. All Dutch 
schools for secondary education and secondary special education (n=1642) received a letter from 
the Ministry and the research institute. These letters explained the goal of the monitor study and 
the Internet-based approach regarding data collection and feedback of results. Each school was 
asked to participate and to nominate a ‘location monitor manager’. Their role was to organise data 
collection within the school. Furthermore, the location monitor manager was the contact person 
for the research and was expected to create the necessary number of log-in codes for classes of 
pupils, teachers, educational support staff, and school leadership via a confidential log-in 
procedure. 
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Research instrumentation was developed in three separate questionnaires for pupils, 
teachers and other staff, and school leadership, respectively. Digital pilot versions were tested at 
secondary schools for all levels of educational attainment. Ten classes of pupils, ten of their 
teachers, two members of the administration, two hall-porters, a member of school leadership, and 
the supervisory committee of the project, were involved in the pilot. The results led to minor 
adjustments regarding the number and nature of variables including the wording used, the layout, 
and the distribution of variables in the monitor study.  
The Internet-based data collection procedure was applied in a national survey during the 
first two months of 2006 and, with minor modifications, again during the first two months of 
2008. The present study is focused on data of both 2006 and 2008 (cf. Mooij et al., 2008). Pupils 
and staff were asked to report on a period of approximately six months (from the summer holidays 
in 2005 and 2007, respectively; until the questionnaire was completed in early 2006 and 2008, 
respectively. In 2006, the monitor was completed by 80,790 pupils, 6,897 teachers and 
educational support staff, and 629 members of school leadership, all including 214 schools. In 
2008, these numbers were 78,840, 6,230, 606, and 219, respectively. In both years, participation 
of pupils corresponded with level of educational attainment, while school participation 
corresponded with degree of urbanisation (Mooij et al., 2008). For both years, 38 of the schools 
participated twice. Because of this low percentage, and because participation within schools 
varied across the years, it is assumed that these two representative samples constitute two 
independent groups that can be combined in one analysis.  
 
 Measurement of pupil variables  
 
Personal variables concern age (in years) and gender (boy=0, girl=1). Level of educational 
attainment in education ranges from special education (low=1) to university preparatory (high=6). 
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Family-related variables refer to being religious (answer categories respectively: no=1; religious 
but not attending church, mosque, synagogue, or temple=2; and attending church, mosque, 
synagogue, or temple=3). Feeling most at home in a specific country was made dichotomous (in 
the Netherlands=0, in another country=1). Education level of mother and father was made 
concrete by specifying ten educational-level categories ranging from low to high. Whether the 
pupil was growing up in an intact or complete family was coded as no=0 (living with mother, with 
father, with a step family, etc.) and yes=1 (living with both parents). 
Furthermore, school related individual problem social behaviour of a pupil was indicated 
by three dichotomous items with respect to playing truant, taking drugs into school, and taking 
weapons into school (no=0; yes=1). Problem social behaviour of peers was measured by asking 
each pupil dichotomous questions about the other pupils playing truant or their possession of, or 
dealing in, drugs and weapons at school. Violence experienced at school was assessed by scoring 
different antisocial or aggressive behavioural activities related to verbal, material, social, mild 
physical, severe physical, and sexual types of behaviour. The specific items assessed with respect 
to each type of violence are given in Table 1.  
 
Table 1 about here 
 
All items were scored by choosing one out of seven answer alternatives (from ‘never’ to 
‘always’). Further specifications were made by digital routings in the data collection procedure. 
The six types of violence were divided into three blocks of two. Two blocks were randomly 
assigned to each respondent. If a respondent had experienced a specific type of violence at least 
once, the respondent was asked to complete more information about this incident. The respondent 
could then specify the frequency of the violent behaviour; whether they had experienced this 
violence as a victim, a perpetrator, or a witness. With respect to each role, the identity of the 
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complementary social actor (other pupils, teachers, other school staff, or pupils’ relatives) was 
specified; the place(s) where the incident(s) had happened could be indicated. The assumed 
underlying motives (with a maximum of 16) were assessed; and it was possible to assess whether 
the incident(s) had been reported and, if so, to whom, and how effective the reporting had been.  
The scores obtained per violence item (see Table 1) with all pupil respondents, were 
dichotomised (never=0, once or more=1). These items and scores reflect the general level of 
social cohesion in school as experienced by each pupil as a victim, a perpetrator, or a witness with 
respect to other pupils, teachers, other staff, or family relatives of pupils (details of all 12  
specifications are presented in Mooij, in press a). The item scores per type of violent behaviour 
were then included in principal factor analysis and Alpha scale analysis. For each type of 
violence, the factor results indicated the existence of a homogeneous group of items. For both 
2006 and 2008, reliable Alpha scale results on the dichotomised items of the six types of violence 
are presented in Table 2 (see the scale results of pupils).  
 
Table 2 about here 
 
With respect to school measures to improve safety, four dichotomous items were formulated for 
collaborative formulation of behaviour rules by pupils and teachers and the shared control of these 
regulations. The items refer to the joint formulation of behaviour rules at the start of each school 
year, involvement of pupils in the control of behaviour rules, positive involvement of teachers in 
controlling behaviour rules, and daily collaboration between teachers and pupils in controlling the 
rules of conduct. These four items build a reliable scale in 2006 and 2008: see Table 2. 
Furthermore, three dichotomous items were formulated on the pupil’s perception of school 
measures against playing truant, drugs, and weapons. 
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Finally, the feelings of safety with respect to specific places in and near school (in the 
classroom, study- or work-rooms, in the corridors, canteen, bathrooms, hall and lockers, school 
grounds) were measured using dichotomous answer categories. The results on the seven items 
were involved in Alpha scale construction to check their reliability: see the bottom of Table 1. 
Feelings of safety in the school surroundings and at home were formulated as dichotomous items 
(no=0, yes=1). 
 
 Measurement of variables of teachers and educational support staff  
 
A first issue concerned the degree of curricular differentiation of lessons practised by the teachers 
at school. This differentiation was specified into four items, which represented differentiation 
according to the pupils’ actual learning level, their language level in Dutch, learning speed, and 
learning questions. Each item could be completed by specifying the percentage of lessons that 
were differentiated accordingly for the pupils in the school. Social policies were also in focus, in 
terms of relationships between pupils and other actors in the school (pupils, teachers, other staff, 
parents) and their involvement in the creation of rules of conduct. Another set of questions 
concentrated on the involvement of external persons or instances in the creation and control of 
behaviour rules. Finally, the same scale, which was used with the pupils, was measured 
concerning pro-social formulation and joint control of rules of conduct between pupils and 
teachers. Different from the pupils’ measurement, however, was that the measurement with 
teachers and other staff asked them to complete the items with estimated percentages of lessons. 
The resulting Alpha coefficients for these scales are included in Table 2. 
Furthermore, the items to measure types of violence experienced (see Table 1) were 
scored by choosing percentages. Further specifications were identical to those made with the 
pupils (e.g., random assignment of two blocks, going into details if a respondent had experienced 
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a specific type of violence at least once e.g. the frequency of the violent behaviour; whether they 
had experienced this violence as a victim, a perpetrator, or a witness; the identity of the 
complementary social actor, and so on). In this paper the items and scores used (cf. Table 1) 
reflect the general level of social cohesion in school as experienced by each teacher or other 
member of staff. The reliability results on these violence scales for teachers and other staff, for 
both 2006 and 2008, are included in Table 2.  
 
 Measurement of variables of school leadership  
 
School leadership was questioned about educational qualities and the social policy of the school 
by posing various sets of items, including school registration and measures to counter violent 
behaviour. Item answer alternatives ranged from never=0 to always=7 or 9. Main results with 
respect to the construction of reliable scales using principal factor analysis and Alpha scale 
analysis are shown in Table 2.   
 
Measurement of demographic variables 
 
School size, or number of pupils in school, was assessed by asking school leadership about this 
number. The mean of these scores per school was used to represent school size. Degree of 
urbanisation of a school was assessed using a geographical approach developed by Vliegen 
(2005). This system consists of four urbanisation categories ranging from ‘big city’=1 to ‘rural 
area’=4. Finally, year of data collection (2006, 2008) was used as a proxy indicator of national 
emphasis on school safety in the Netherlands.  
 
Analysis  
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Pupil variables were analysed at pupil level by calculating means and standard deviations of items 
or scales. Data in relation to teachers, educational support staff, and school leadership were 
aggregated to school level to obtain the respective means of those respondents per school. Next, 
these means were disaggregated to pupil level, that is, each mean was assigned to the pupils of the 
respective school. Furthermore, the demographic data, measured at school level, was 
disaggregated to pupil level. Statistical analyses and the aggregation manipulations were carried 
out with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  
Next, multiple regression analyses were performed in which the independent 
characteristics and variables (see Figure 1) functioned as predictors of the three dependent 
variables, respectively. In each of these analyses the forward procedure was used. This means 
that, of all independent variables, the one relating most to the dependent variable was selected 
first in the set of predictors, then the independent variable, relating most to the dependent variable 
(given the explanation by the variable(s) in the predictor set), was added, and so on. Inclusion of 
independent variables was based on a significance criterion p<=.050. If the addition of a new 
predictor led to a p value higher than .05 with one of the variables in the predictor set, this last 
variable was excluded from this set, and so on. The three analyses were done with SPSS. A 
general methodological remark to be made here is that the numbers of pupils is very large, which 
tends to reduce the magnitude of Pearson correlation coefficients and variances (Pearson & 
Hartley, 1972).  
4. Results 
 
 Univariate results of variables assessed with pupils 
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The univariate results concern the numbers of pupils responding to each characteristic or variable 
and the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation of the pupils’ scores. This information 
is presented in Table 3. The personal variable age varies between 9 and 23 years (M=14.3; 
SD=1.5; N=159,621), while the percentages of boys and girls are about equal. The distribution of 
pupils across attainment levels can be considered to be representative for Dutch secondary 
education (Mooij et al., 2008). 
 
 Table 3 about here 
 
Furthermore, Table 3 illustrates, with respect to family variables, that level of religiosity is 
distributed equally across the sample. About 12% of the pupils feel at home in another country 
than the Netherlands. Educational attainment level of father is somewhat higher than the mother’s 
level. About 20% of the pupils do not belong to an intact family. As expected, differences exist 
between the report of individual problem behaviour and the problem behaviour of peers. About 
24% of the pupils report playing truant themselves; concerning peers, this number is 69%. About 
4–5% of the pupils report they themselves are involved with drugs and weapons, whereas the 
comparable percentages reported about peers amounts to 24–52% (drugs) and 5–15% (weapons).  
 In relative terms, the pupils’ experience of violence as a victim, perpetrator, or bystander 
is greatest concerning verbal behaviour (68%), followed by mild physical violence (46%) and 
social violence (35%). Material violence is experienced by 26%, severe physical violence by 19%, 
and sexual violence by 18%. In the present context, these pupil percentages reflect the types and 
levels of violence characteristic for the social cohesion in school between pupils, teachers, other 
staff, or family relatives of pupils. Pro-social formulation and shared control of behaviour rules 
between teachers and pupils is reported by 60% of the pupils, whereas school measures against 
playing truant and drugs and weapons are perceived by 52%, 30%, and 25% of the pupils, 
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respectively. About 93% of the pupils feel safe at school. This relatively high percentage seems to 
contradict the above percentages on violence experienced, but this paradox can be understood by 
acknowledging that all percentages refer to a period of about half a year and the violence 
percentages are based on experiencing at least one incident in three possible roles (victim, 
perpetrator, bystander) with respect to four complementary social roles (pupils, teachers, other 
staff, or family relatives of pupils). With respect to feeling safe in the school surroundings e.g., 
places and streets in the neighbourhood, it is 90%; regarding feeling safe at home, it is 97%. 
 
 Univariate results of contextual variables 
 
Table 4 presents the comparable univariate results of the disaggregated scores of teachers and 
educational support staff, school leadership, and the demographic variables. First, 62% of the 
teachers and other staff report to using curricular differentiation according to the pupils’ actual 
learning level, their language level in Dutch, learning speed, and interest in learning issues. 
Creation of rules of conduct by persons internal in school is indicated by 86%. Pro-social 
formulation and shared control of behaviour rules by teachers and pupils is reported by 54%, 
which is somewhat lower than the percentage (60%) given by the pupils in Table 3. External 
institutions contribute to about 49% to the creation of behaviour rules. The mean types of violence 
experienced by teachers and support staff rank about the same as the mean types in the self report 
of the pupils (see Table 3); but the scores in Table 4 clarify that teachers and support staff 
generally report higher levels of verbal, material, social, and mild physical violence than the 
pupils do. Experience of severe physical and sexual violence is about the same. This global 
comparison between pupils and teachers and other staff reflects that teachers and other staff 
perceive some more problems with respect to social cohesion than the pupils do (more specific 
information is presented in Mooij, in press a). 
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 Table 4 about here 
 
With respect to the disaggregated scores of school leadership, Table 4 reveals the following. The 
three scale scores concerning educational and instructional quality are relatively high, whereas the 
item on tailored Dutch language policy scores relatively low. Furthermore, mean scores of 
leadership on social policy, social behaviour, and incidents, appear in Table 4. External 
institutions are relatively important in the social strategies of the school locations, while attention 
for pro-social dealing with rules and handling of incidents is scored relatively low.  
Finally, school size varies from 21 to 2,358. Relatively more pupils attend schools 
classified as rural, than pupils who attend schools classified as urban. The exact numbers of pupils 
participating each year were presented in the method section. 
 
 Multiple regression results 
 
Table 5 presents some general outcomes of the three multiple regression analyses. Concerning the 
feelings of safety at school, about 10% of the variance is explained; regarding the two 
dichotomous variables, it is about 6%.  
 
Table 5 about here 
 
Beta coefficients of the independent or explanatory variables, with respect to each of the 
dependent variables, are presented in Tables 6 and 7. Generally, characteristics and variables 
assessed with each pupil are most relevant in all three explanations, followed by variables 
assessed with the teachers and other staff (see Table 7). School leadership variables and the 
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demographic variables are least relevant and important mainly in the explanation of the pupils’ 
own feelings of safety in the school surroundings and at school, respectively. The standardised 
Beta results can be compared within each of the three explanations.  
 
Table 6 about here 
 
Concerning personal variables in Table 6, it is noted that a higher level of educational attainment 
favours feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home. Being older supports 
feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings; on the contrary, regarding the home 
situation, being younger favours feelings of safety. Boys feel less safe than girls, regarding all 
three places. 
 With respect to family related variables: not feeling at home in the Netherlands decreases 
feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home. Intactness of family has 
increasing effects, in all three situations. A low level of educational attainment by the mother 
reduces feelings of safety at school. Not being religious has a lowering effect on feelings of safety 
in the school surroundings. 
 Individual problem behaviour, with respect to taking drugs and weapons into school, has 
decreasing effects on feelings of safety regarding all three places. Playing truant contributes 
positively to feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings, but negatively to feelings 
of safety at home. Problem social behaviour of peers, like selling and use of weapons, and 
possession of drugs, has decreasing effects on feelings of safety at all three places. Classmates’ 
possession of weapons and selling of drugs contribute negatively to feelings of safety at school 
and in the school surroundings. The use of drugs by pupils attending school, however, increases 
feelings of safety at all three places. Playing truant by classmates does not affect safety felt at 
school, but reduces feelings of safety in the school surroundings and promotes safety felt at home. 
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Experiencing verbal violence and mild physical violence promotes feelings of safety, whereas 
social, sexual, severe physical and material violence reduce feelings of safety, regarding all three 
places. 
 School measures against playing truant have positive effects on feelings of safety at 
school, in the school surroundings, and at home. Pro-social formulation of and shared control of 
rules of conduct by teachers and pupils promotes feelings of safety at school and in the school 
surroundings. School measures against weapons increase feelings of safety at school and at home.  
In addition, the standardised results in Table 7 clarify that variables assessed with school 
staff and leadership also play a role here, in varying ways. Curriculum differentiation based on 
learning differences between pupils contributes negatively to feelings of safety, at all three places. 
Teachers’ pro-social formulation of, and shared control of rules of conduct by teachers and pupils 
negatively affects the pupils’ feelings of safety in the school surroundings. Furthermore, teachers’ 
experience of severe physical violence contributes negatively to feelings of safety at school and in 
the school surroundings; teachers’ experience of material and sexual violence also has a reducing 
effect on feelings of safety at school.  
   
Table 7 about here 
 
The information of school leadership shows that school attentiveness to pupil involvement 
contributes to the pupils’ feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings. Involvement 
of external institutions and assistance of the police, and having a tailored Dutch language policy, 
promote the pupils’ safety feelings in the school surroundings. Involving external institutions in 
the formulation of rules of conduct is a negative predictor of feelings of safety at school and in the 
school surroundings. Having a clear safety policy and registration of violent incidents negatively 
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contributes to the pupils’ feelings of safety in the school surroundings. Leadership variables do 
not influence the pupils’ feelings of safety at home.   
Finally, the results with demographic variables suggest the existence of positive effects of 
school size on a pupil’s feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings. Attending a 
school in a rural area promotes the feelings of safety in the school surroundings, compared with 
attending a school in an urban area. Participation in the monitor study in 2008 raises the pupils’ 
feelings of safety at school and at home when compared to participation in the study in 2006.   
 
Overview of risk and promotive variables 
 
The results of Tables 6 and 7 can be ordered according to their relative significance as potential 
risk and promotive characteristics and variables regarding the pupils’ feelings of safety. An 
overview of risk characteristics and variables is given in Table 8. Relevance with respect to 
feelings of safety at school is used as the main criterion in ordering. Relatively, the most 
important risk variables concern pupils’ selling or using weapons at school; experiencing social, 
sexual and severe physical violence; not feeling at home in the Netherlands; and taking drugs and 
weapons into school: see Table 8. 
 
Table 8 about here 
 
Generally, the relative relevance of potential risk variables is about the same with respect to the 
pupils’ feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home. Some differences are 
found between other pupils’ use of weapons at school and social violence; in these respects the 
possible influence of feelings of safety at home is somewhat lower than compared with the other 
explanations. Most risk variables are assessed with the pupils. However, teachers and other staff 
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indicate experiencing severe physical, sexual, and material violence, whereas involvement of 
external institutions in developing rules of conduct is assessed with school leadership, for 
example. Curriculum differentiation, assessed by teachers and other staff, also functions as a 
potential risk variable.   
Furthermore, the column to the right of Table 8 shows whether a specific variable can 
possibly directly indicate or evaluate school safety policy e.g., in intervention research with 
repeated measurements. It seems that most potential risk variables could be used in this respect; 
exceptions are gender, education attainment level of mother, and level of religiosity. The other 
risk variables could be used to actively control or check school safety, in combination with a 
strong and cohesive school safety design in which potential promotive characteristics and 
variables play a main role: see Table 9.  
 
Table 9 about here 
 
The most important promotive characteristics and variables that could be manipulated by schools 
seem to be pupils’ level of attainment in education, school measures against playing truant and 
weapons, pro-social formulation and shared control of rules of conduct between teachers and 
pupils in particular, paying attention to the pupils’ involvement in school, involvement of external 
institutions and the police in school safety procedures, and having a tailored Dutch language 
policy: see Table 9. In practice, a school can use its own actual monitor results on the risk 
variables (see Table 8), select a fitting set of promotive variables (Table 9), implement the 
promotive variables in practice, and use subsequent monitoring to evaluate changes in risk and 
promotive variables with the pupils and teachers in particular.   
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5. Discussion 
 
The study explored theoretical and empirical aspects of the explanation of a pupil’s feelings of 
safety in and around school. A first research question asked which risk and promotive 
characteristics and variables should be integrated in a theoretical model, to assess and predict a 
pupil’s feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at home. Figure 1 is a model 
that summarises the answer to this question. The first four types of characteristics and variables in 
the model are assessed individually with each pupil and concern personal characteristics, family 
related variables, school related problematic behaviours, and perceived school measures to 
improve safety. The next three types in the model specify aspects of the school context of pupils. 
These are variables assessed with teachers and educational support staff, school leadership, and 
some demographic variables referring to the school and larger environment.  
The second research question asked which risk and promotive characteristics and 
variables result from a large-scale empirical check of the theoretical model. The data used was 
taken from two national Internet-based surveys in Dutch secondary education, which were carried 
out in 2006 and 2008. A total of 159,630 pupils, 13,127 teachers and educational support staff, 
1,235 school leadership, and 433 schools participated in the monitoring. Reliability of the data 
was checked by Alpha scale construction (see Table 2). The theoretical model was tested in three 
multiple regression analyses in which the seven types of variables were used as independent 
variables, to explain the pupils’ feelings of safety at school, in the school surroundings, and at 
home, respectively. Table 5 illustrates that, concerning the feelings of safety at school, 10% of the 
variance is explained; with respect to the other dependent variables, it is 6%. Tables 6 and 7 show 
that the characteristics and variables assessed with the pupils are most relevant, followed by the 
contextual variables of teachers and other staff. School leadership variables are, relatively, most 
important regarding the pupils’ feelings of safety in the school surroundings. Leadership variables 
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also have some relevance for the pupils’ feelings of safety at school, but they do not influence the 
pupils’ feelings of safety at home. 
The third research question focused on risk and promotive characteristics and variables 
that seem most promising in supporting school strategies to improve the pupils’ feelings of safety 
at school and in the school surroundings. The answer is included in the promotive results of Table 
9, in particular. Most promising seem to be the enhancement of pupils’ level of attainment, taking 
measures against playing truant and weapons, stimulating pro-social formulation and shared 
control of rules between teachers and pupils, attention to pupils’ involvement in school, 
involvement of external institutions and the police in school safety procedures, and having a 
tailored Dutch language policy in the curriculum. Given the results of the multiple regression 
analyses, increasing the functioning of promotive variables in a school may reduce the outcomes 
of risk variables, indicated by Table 8. This implies that reductions could be expected with respect 
to, for example, selling or using weapons and drugs at school, having classmates who possess 
drugs, not feeling at home in the Netherlands, and experiencing material, social, severe physical, 
and sexual violence at school and in the school surroundings. 
The present cross-sectional results point at potentially promotive characteristics and 
variables that are most at stake in the further exploration and potential increase of pupils’ and 
teachers’ safety and corresponding feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings. The 
relevance of variables like education level of pupil, school measures against playing truant, degree 
of pro-social formulation and shared control of rules of conduct between teachers and pupils, and 
degree of attention to pupil involvement in school (see Table 9), is supported by research carried 
out in other countries. This cross-validation is provided by research in the UK (McIntyre, 2010) 
and in Australia (Harris, 2010) with respect to teachers’ concerns for and different understandings 
of facilitating pupil engagement in school practice. The Finnish study of Soinia et al. (2010) 
demonstrated that teachers’ well-being is related to the qualities of teachers’ interactions with 
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pupils in socially and pedagogically challenging situations. Furthermore, the relative importance 
of personal variables, the family, and peers and teachers, is in line with the research of Kirk and 
Gannon-Rowley (n.d.), Monks et al. (2009), and Sherman et al. (1998) which took place in other 
countries. The pilots of Beirn et al. (1972) in the USA also show that curricular differentiation and 
pro-social and cognitive teaching characteristics are related to pupils’ learning processes and 
outcomes, the social relationships between pupils and teachers, and the degree of safety and 
violent behaviour at school for both pupils and teachers. The relative robustness of the 
relationships between the social and cognitive teaching and learning characteristics is, moreover, 
shown in the promotive effect of school size (Tables 7 and 9). Contrary to the general stereotype, 
but according to earlier research in the Netherlands (Mooij, 1992, 1994, 2001), school size 
positively affects pupils’ safety and feelings of safety at school. This fact can be explained by 
noticing that larger schools are usually attended by pupils with higher levels of educational 
attainment. In addition to former analyses, the present analyses demonstrate that, even while 
controlling for level of educational attainment and other variables, school size or other related 
variables may improve the pupils’ feelings of safety at school and in the school surroundings. This 
school size result may be specific for the Dutch system of education, however, and should be 
checked in cross-national research. 
From a methodological point of view, it is concluded that the school safety 
instrumentation was implemented adequately in an Internet-based, coherent system for assessment 
with school leadership, teachers and educational support staff, and pupils. The digital method used 
various routing procedures and resulted in a response that would have been difficult or impossible 
to achieve with paper questionnaires. Alpha scale construction results with data from school 
leadership, teachers and educational support staff, and pupils (see Table 2), demonstrate the 
quality of the reliability or internal validity of the data obtained. Moreover, the corresponding 
results of pupils and school staff in Tables 6 and 7 support the validity of the concept of social 
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cohesion, whereas the different relevancies of leadership variables for the dependent variables 
lend credibility to the discriminant validity of the concepts assessed and the instrumentation used. 
To be mentioned also is the possible mirroring of specific experiences between different social 
actors in the same school, e.g. pupils give information about the behaviour of other pupils, their 
teachers, other support staff, and family relatives of pupils; teachers in the same school provide 
information about pupils, other teachers, support staff, and relatives of pupils; and so on. 
Correlation analyses between these self report variables and variables reported by other persons 
result in indicators of social interaction patterns of which those between pupils, and between 
pupils and teachers, are generally most important for eliciting pro-social or violence-related 
motives, followed by interaction patterns between pupils and pupils’ relatives (see further Mooij, 
in press a). The substantive results reflect some important aspects of the regular, systematic 
selection processes of pupils into specific secondary educational programmes and corresponding 
schools. This is, for example, expressed in the negative effect of curriculum differentiation on the 
pupils’ feelings of safety. At first, this outcome raises questions because it does not seem to 
correspond to long-standing approaches in this field (see for example United States Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, 1973). However, the negative effect can be understood by 
recognising that the national monitoring was carried out in schools for all secondary educational 
programmes and not only in schools for pupils in need of special education. Teachers, who 
differentiate a lot, usually teach in programmes for special education where pupils have more 
severe social, emotional, behavioural, and safety problems (cf. Buda, 2009; Mooij & Smeets, 
2009).  
The research outcomes as shown in Tables 8 and 9 can be used by schools to develop a 
concrete scheme for intervention research in their own practice. First, school safety outcomes on 
risk variables can be used to select corresponding promotive variables to implement effective 
school changes with teachers and educational support staff (cf. also Fekkes, 2005; Perkins & 
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Berrena, 2009; Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & Voeten, 2005; Plant, Baylor, Doerr, & Rosenberg-
Kima, 2009; Stevens, De Bourdeaudhuij, & Van Oost, 2000; Webb, 2009). For example, given the 
school results on safety indicators from the first monitor assessment, a school can select a 
cohesive set of promotive characteristics and variables, to raise the level of actual safety and 
corresponding feelings of safety of both pupils and school personnel. One or more other schools 
may function as control schools that will either not intervene, or initiate an intervention some two 
years later. Second, another use of the school safety monitor can be to evaluate the results with the 
risk variables, in particular. The outcomes may lead to either improvement of existing intervention 
characteristics or selection and implementation of subsequent promotive variables, and so on. 
Application of this cycle across different schools will allow longitudinal multilevel research and 
support the empirical check of causal models, to improve school safety and feelings of safety in 
evidence-based ways (cf. Blumenfeld et al., 2000; Cronbach, 1983; Collier, 1994; Giannopulu, 
Escolano, Cusin, Citeau, & Dellatolas, 2008; Glover, Gough, Johnson, & Cartwright, 2000; 
Mooij, Smeets, & De Wit, in press).  
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Table 1. Types of violent behaviour and specifications into items 
 
Types of violence Specifications into items 
Verbal Calling names, bothering someone on purpose, talking in an extra loud voice, making a lot of 
noise on purpose 
Material Scratching or damaging something, spray-painting or dirtying something, hiding or mislaying 
something, destroying things, stealing 
Social Ignoring, excluding, threatening, intimidating, blackmailing, spreading false rumours 
Mild physical Striking or hurting someone on purpose, pushing or kicking someone on purpose, tripping 
someone on purpose, punching someone on purpose, hitting 
Severe physical Fighting with someone, beating or roughing someone up, threatening someone with a weapon, 
using a weapon 
Sexual Making sexual comments, sexual gestures, feeling someone up, sexually molesting someone, 
rape 
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Table 2. Alpha reliability results of pupil, staff, and leadership scores in 2006 and 2008 
 
 
 Alpha scale coefficients 
 
 pupils* staff** leadership*** 
 n items 2006 2008 2006 2008 2006 2008 
Types of violence experienced   
Verbal  4 .85 .85 .84 .85   
Material  5 .79 .83 .83 .85   
Social  6 .80 .81 .85 .87   
Mild physical 5 .86 .89 .93 .94   
Severe physical 4 .66 .72 .53 .57   
Sexual 5 .73 .78 .65 .67   
        
Differentiation and pro-social efforts to improve safety        
Curriculum differentiation based on learning differences 4   .90 .90   
Developing rules of conduct pupils, teachers, other staff, parents  7   .74 .77   
Degree pro-social formulation and shared check rules of conduct 4 .61 .64 .71 .70   
External institutions contribute to creation of rules of conduct 5   .86 .87   
        
Educational and instructional variables        
School attentive to pupil involvement in school 4     .70 .72 
Attention to prosocial, stimulating teacher qualities 5     .88 .88 
School has adequate instruction and view on pupil progress 8     .86 .84 
        
Social policy, social behaviour, handling of incidents        
Teachers, staff, pupils, parents, managem. involved rules conduct  7     .67 .69 
External institutions are involved in formulating rules of conduct  5     .58 .62 
Pro-social attention to rules and handling of violent incidents 11     .78 .76 
School has clear safety policy and registration of incidents 8     .80 .78 
External procedures and police assist with incidents 6     .69 .66 
        
Dependent variable        
Feelings of safety at school 7 .94 .90 .95 .97   
* Alpha’s calculated on pupil data. 
** Alpha’s calculated on data of teachers and educational support staff. 
*** Alpha’s calculated on data of school leadership.  
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Table 3. Univariate results of variables assessed with secondary pupils*  
 
 N Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
1. Personal variables    
Age in years (young - old) 159621 9 23 14.26 1.50 
Gender (0=boy, 1=girl) 159086 0 1 .49 .50 
Education attainment pupil (1=special ed. - 6=preparing for univ.) 157790 1.00 6.00 4.44 1.04 
      
2. Family related variables      
Religious (1=no, 2=baptised, 3=attend church, mosque etc.) 158416 1 3 1.96 .90 
Feel at home in (0=Netherlands, 1=other country) 158974 0 1 .12 .32 
Education attainment level father (0=none - 9=university) 95735 .00 9.00 4.75 2.64 
Education attainment level mother (0=none - 9=university) 96612 .00 9.00 4.47 2.33 
Family is intact (0=no, 1=yes) 158593 0 1 .80 .40 
      
3. Types of school related problem behaviours      
Individual problem behaviour      
Played truant myself (0=no, 1=yes) 155461 .00 1.00 .24 .43 
Took drugs into school myself (0=no, 1=yes) 155097 .00 1.00 .04 .19 
Took weapons into school myself (0=no, 1=yes) 152687 .00 1.00 .05 .22 
Problem behaviour of peers      
Pupils in class played truant (0=no, 1=yes) 133532 .00 1.00 .69 .46 
Pupils in class possessed drugs (0=no, 1=yes) 129403 .00 1.00 .24 .43 
Drugs were sold at or around school (0=no, 1=yes) 115629 .00 1.00 .26 .44 
Pupils of school used drugs (0=no, 1=yes) 118157 .00 1.00 .52 .50 
Pupils in class possessed weapons (0=no, 1=yes) 126552 .00 1.00 .15 .35 
Weapons were sold at or around school (0=no, 1=yes) 118339 .00 1.00 .05 .23 
Pupils of school used weapons (0=no, 1=yes) 117360 .00 1.00 .12 .32 
Types of violence experienced      
Verbal violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) 103802 .00 1.00 .68 .38 
Material violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) 103422 .00 1.00 .26 .33 
Social violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) 103022 .00 1.00 .35 .33 
Mild physical violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) 102905 .00 1.00 .46 .41 
Severe physical violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) 102904 .00 1.00 .19 .26 
Sexual violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) 102331 .00 1.00 .18 .26 
      
4. Perceived school measures to improve safety      
Degree pro-social formulation shared check rules of conduct (pupil 
scale) 
118750 .00 1.00 .60 .34 
School measures against playing truant (0=no, 1=yes) 123144 .00 1.00 .52 .50 
School measures against drugs (0=no, 1=yes) 111235 .00 1.00 .30 .46 
School measures against weapons (0=no, 1=yes) 109476 .00 1.00 .25 .43 
      
Feelings of safety      
Feeling safe at school (pupil scale) 157479 .00 1.00 .93 .21 
Feeling safe in the school surroundings (0=no, 1=yes) 157470 .00 1.00 .90 .30 
Feeling safe at home (0=no, 1=yes) 157477 .00 1.00 .97 .18 
* See Table 2 for reliability coefficients of scales. 
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Table 4. Univariate results of variables assessed with secondary school staff*  
 
 
N Min.   Max.    Mean 
 Std.            
Dev. 
5. Means of variables of teachers and other school personnel 
Differentiation and pro-social efforts to improve safety  
Curriculum differentiation based on learning differences (teacher scale) 158715 21.88 99.38 61.60 9.78 
Rules of conduct created pupils, teachers, other staff, parents (teacher scale) 158715 .52 1.00 .86 .07 
Degree pro-social formulation and shared check rules of conduct (teacher 
scale) 
158713 .00 1.00 .54 .19 
External institutions contribute to creation of rules of conduct (teacher scale) 158715 24.58 91.67 48.96 8.53 
Types of violence experienced      
Verbal violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) 158055 .00 1.00 .80 .11 
Material violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) 158711 .00 1.00 .56 .14 
Social violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) 158711 .00 1.00 .49 .13 
Mild physical violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) 158792 .00 1.00 .56 .13 
Severe physical violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) 158055 .00 .75 .20 .09 
Sexual violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) 158792 .00 .60 .21 .08 
      
6. Means of school leadership variables      
Educational and instructional variables      
School attentive to pupil involvement in school (man. scale)** 150538 3.00 8.63 6.98 .69 
Attention to pro-social, stimulating teacher qualities (man. scale) 150538 4.20 9.00 7.10 .51 
School has adequate instruction and view on pupil progress (man. scale) 150538 5.00 9.00 7.27 .57 
School has tailored Dutch language policy (man. item) 150538 1.00 9.00 4.75 1.58 
Social policy, social behaviour, handling of incidents       
Teachers, other staff, pupils, parents, man. involved in cond. rules (man. 
scale) 
150538 .00 1.00 .64 .16 
External institutions are involved in formulating rules of conduct (man. scale) 150538 .00 1.00 .14 .14 
Pro-social attention to rules and handling of violence incidents (man. scale) 149707 2.09 6.27 3.81 .62 
School has clear safety policy and registration of incidents (man. scale) 150190 1.00 7.00 4.42 .90 
External procedures and police assist with incidents (man. scale) 149707 1.00 6.83 4.73 .94 
      
7. Demographic variables      
School size, number of pupils in school 151247 21.00 2357.60 964.42 535.06 
Degree of urbanisation of school location (1=city–4=rural) 120009 1 4 3.21 .94 
Year of data collection (2006, 2008) 159630 2006 2008 2006.99 1.00 
* See Table 2 for reliability coefficients of scales. 
** man. scale means: management scale.  
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Table 5. Overview of multiple regression results regarding prediction of pupils’ feelings of safety 
      
Dependent variables: 
Feelings of safety 
N significant 
indep. variables R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
at school 32 .313 .098 .097 .196 
in school surroundings 34 .243 .059 .059 .292 
at home 24 .245 .060 .060 .177 
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Table 6. Standardised multiple regression results (Beta’s) in explaining pupils’ feelings of safety by 
variables assessed with the pupils (see continuation in Table 7)  
 
 Dependent variables: Feelings of safety 
Independent variables at school 
in the school 
surroundings at home 
1. Personal variables 
   
Age in years (young–old) .034 .037 -.011 
Gender (0=boy, 1=girl) -.014 -.022 -.013 
Education level of pupil (1=special ed. - 6=preparing for univ.) .072 .049 .058 
    
2. Family related variables    
Religious (1=no, 2=baptised, 3=attend church, mosque etc.)  -.008  
Feel at home in (0=Netherlands, 1=other country) -.054 -.040 -.046 
Education attainment level mother (0=none - 9=university) -.014   
Family is intact (0=no, 1=yes) .028 .018 .038 
    
3. Types of school related problem behaviour    
Individual problem behaviour    
Played truant myself (0=no, 1=yes) .009 .020 -.018 
Took drugs into school myself (0=no, 1=yes) -.038 -.011 -.066 
Took weapons into school myself (0=no, 1=yes) -.026 -.012 -.044 
Problem behaviour of peers    
Pupils in class played truant (0=no, 1=yes)  -.021 .019 
Pupils in class possessed drugs (0=no, 1=yes) -.019 -.013 -.015 
Pupils of school used drugs (0=no, 1=yes) .047 .026 .050 
Drugs were sold at or around school (0=no, 1=yes) -.014 -.025  
Pupils in class possessed weapons (0=no, 1=yes) -.026 -.024  
Pupils of school used weapons (0=no, 1=yes) -.073 -.066  -.028 
Weapons were sold at or around school (0=no, 1=yes) -.091 -.056 -.076  
Types of violence experienced    
Verbal violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) .045 .032 .032 
Material violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.017 -.019 -.011 
Social violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.062 -.072 -.013 
Mild physical violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) .024 .020 .016 
Severe physical violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.047 -.030 -.029 
Sexual violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.056 -.036 -.067 
    
4. Perceived school measures to improve safety    
Degree pro-social formulation and checking of rules of conduct (pupil scale) .024 .019  
School measures against playing truant (0=no, 1=yes) .033 .023 .020 
School measures against weapons (0=no, 1=yes) .018  .014 
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Table 7. Standardised multiple regression results (Beta’s) in explaining pupils’ feelings of safety by 
variables assessed in the pupils’ context (continuation of Table 6) 
 
 Dependent variables: Feelings of safety 
Independent variables at school 
in the school 
surroundings at home 
1. Means of variables of teachers and other school personnel    
Differentiation and pro-social efforts to improve safety     
Degree of pro-social formul. and checking of rules of conduct (teacher scale)  -.024  
Curriculum differentiation based on learning differences (teacher scale) -.022 -.023 -.015 
Types of violence experienced    
Material violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) -.012   
Severe physical violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) -.036 -.038  
Sexual violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) -.013  -.015 
    
2. Means of school leadership variables    
Educational and instructional variables    
School attentive to pupil involvement in school (man. scale)* .014 .016  
School clear safety policy and registration of incidents (man. scale)  -.015  
School has tailored Dutch language policy (man. item)  .010  
Social policy, social behaviour, handling of incidents    
External institutions involved in formulation of rules of conduct (man. scale) -.014 -.011  
External procedures and police assist with incidents (man. scale)  .025  
    
3. Demographic variables    
School size, number of pupils in school .015 .015  
Degree of urbanisation of school location (1=city - 4=rural)  .017  
Year of data collection (2006, 2008) .046  .072 
* man. scale means: management scale.  
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Table 8. Overview of risk variables regarding pupils’ feelings of safety and safety policy scores  
 
 Dependent variables: Feelings of safety School safety 
policy score  
(0=no, 1=yes)* Independent variables 
at school in the school 
surroundings 
at home 
Weapons were sold at or around school (pupil information) -.091 -.056 -.076  1 
Pupils of school used weapons (pupil information) -.073 -.066  -.028 1 
Social violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.062 -.072 -.013 1 
Sexual violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.056 -.036 -.067 1 
Feel at home in (0=Netherlands, 1=other country) (pupils) -.054 -.040 -.046 1 
Severe physical violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.047 -.030 -.029 1 
Took drugs into school myself (pupil information) -.038 -.011 -.066 1 
Severe physical violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) -.036 -.038  1 
Pupils in class possessed weapons (pupil information) -.026 -.024  1 
Took weapons into school myself (pupil information) -.026 -.012 -.044 1 
Curriculum differ. based on learning differences (teacher scale) -.022 -.023 -.015 1 
Pupils in class possessed drugs (pupil information) -.019 -.013 -.015 1 
Material violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) -.017 -.019 -.011 1 
Drugs were sold at or around school (pupil information) -.014 -.025  1 
Gender (pupil information) -.014 -.022 -.013 0 
External institutions involved form. of rules conduct (man. scale)** -.014 -.011  1 
Education attainment level mother (0=none – 9=university) -.014   0 
Sexual violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) -.013  -.015 1 
Material violence indicated by staff (teacher scale) -.012   1 
Degree pro-social form. and check rules of conduct (teacher scale)  -.024  1 
Pupils in class played truant (0=no, 1=yes)  -.021 .019 1 
School clear safety policy and registrat. incidents (man. scale)  -.015  1 
Religious (1=no, 2=baptised, 3=attend church, mosque etc.)  -.008  0 
* Score 1 means that the indicator can directly indicate or evaluate school safety policy. 
** man. scale means: management scale.  
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Table 9. Overview of promotive variables regarding pupils’ feelings of safety and safety policy scores  
 
 Dependent variables: Feelings of safety School safety 
policy score  
(0=no, 1=yes)* Independent variables 
at school in the school 
surroundings 
at home 
Education level of pupil (pupil information) .072 .049 .058 1 
Pupils of school used drugs (pupil information) .047 .026 .050 0 
Year of data collection  .046  .072 0 
Verbal violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) .045 .032 .032 0 
Age in years (young–old) .034 .037 -.011 0 
School measures against playing truant (pupil information) .033 .023 .020 1 
Family is intact (pupil information) .028 .018 .038 0 
Mild physical violence indicated by pupils (pupil scale) .024 .020 .016 0 
Degree pro-social formul. and check of rules of conduct (pupil scale) .024 .019  1 
School measures against weapons (pupil information) .018  .014 1 
School size, number of pupils in school .015 .015  0 
School attentive to pupil involvement in school (man. scale)** .014 .016  1 
Played truant myself (pupil information) .009 .020 -.018 1 
External procedures and police assist with incidents (man. scale)  .025  1 
Degree of urbanisation of school location (1=city – 4=rural)  .017  0 
School has tailored Dutch language policy (management item)  .010  1 
* Score 1 means that the indicator can directly assist school safety policy. 
** man. scale means: management scale.  
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Figure 1. Integrative model of potential influences on a pupil’s feelings of safety at school, in the 
school surroundings, and at home 
 
Assessment Types of independent variables or characteristics  Dependent variables 
  
 
  
Assessed with 1. Personal variables 
 
  
each pupil Personal variables (age, gender, educational attainment) 
 
  
  
 
  
 2. Family related variables 
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 3. Types of school related problem behaviours 
 
  
 Individual problem behaviour 
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